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The origin of the rating scale is vague and ambiguous. The present work aims to catalog classical rating 
scales developed before Likert (1932) in their original forms to exhibit their diversity in outward appear-
ance and in the time of generation. This study goes backward in time.
Likert Scales
Currently, Likert scales are undoubtedly the most adopted rating scheme. Figures 1 and 2 show the 
original Likert scales (Likert, 1932; Likert, Roslow, & Murphy, 1934). Figure 1 displays the three and five-
point scales. There were no horizontal bars. In Figure 2, special symbols were employed to designate the 
response categories. It is often mentioned that Likert scaling, which attempts to construct a psychological 
scale and Likert-type rating scheme, as shown in Figures 1 and 2, are different. An alias of Likert scaling is 
the method of summated-ratings (Edwards & Kenny, 1946).
Man-to-Man Scales
Figures 3 and 4 show Man-to-Man rating scales devised by W. D. Scott around 1918. They once flour-
ished to measure the quality of officers of the U.S. army in WWI; however, their use declined quickly. This 
rating scheme has a cumbersome feature. The rater should prepare a master scale by selecting the best and 
the worst man in a group (to be rated) for each trait and then select an average man. Further, two other 
men, one midway between the highest and the average, and the other midway between the lowest and the 
average, should be selected. These five men served as standards to rate the other group members (Figure 4).
Graphic Rating Scales
The graphic rating scale was the product of Scott & Company around 1920. The company was found-
ed by W.D. Scott, the inventor of the Man-to-Man scale. The emergence of the graphic rating scale was 
unsystematic and disorderly. Perhaps, its first documented appearance was in a commercial journal in 1920 
(Figure 5), followed by a book (1921, Figure 6). However, they were not academic. The Hays and Patterson 
(1921) study is often referred to as the first academic presentation of the graphic rating scale, although the 
paper is poorly documented: being a short resume of conference records, there are no figures comparable 
to Figures 5 and 6, and the name of the author was misspelled (incorrect: Patterson; correct: Paterson). 
Good early papers that introduced and examined the scale include Paterson (1922), Freyd (1923), and 
above all, Scott and Clothier (1923).
The scheme permits a rating as fine as possible by marking on the scale; in practice, a stencil (Figure 
21) was used to transform an original position into an integer.
The circulation of the method was remarkable: the graphic rating scales were adopted by the U.S. gov-
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ernment (Figure 7) and attracted attention in Japan (Figure 23).
Variants of Graphic Rating Scales
There are rating schemes that were very similar to the graphic rating scale but did not mention Scott 
or his colleagues (Figures 8 and 9). It seems that the schemes were invented independently in educational 
settings rather than in personnel selection settings as in Scott.
Miner’s Rating Blank (Figures 10 and 11) is sometimes referred to as the precursor to the Scott 
Company’s graphic rating scale, wherein the response is made not by checking the cell but placing a dot on 
a line, to make fine ratings possible. Another curious variant is shown in Figure 12, in which a branching 
rating scale is used in the item “how does he control his emotion?”
Score Card Method
The score card system was used in the educational context. The definition of score card is not very clear 
but Boyce (1915, p. 18) defines it as: “definite numerical values are given to the various qualities, and sub-
tractions made from the maximum value of any quality in proportion to the deficiency. One of the simplest 
of such score cards is issued by the Department of Public Instruction of the state of Indiana. The Indiana 
scheme has three headings:
Teaching power  ............................... given 45 points 
Government  ..................................... " 35 " 
General characteristics  .................... " 35 " ”
Figures 13 and 14 display Elliot’s and Boyce’s score cards. The items in Boyce’s score card are similar 
to those of Graphic Rating Scale. Gray (1915, p. 7) indicated that agricultural science is the precursor of 
this method (Figure 15).
Pearson and Galton
Psychological studies of the British biometric school occasionally used rating scales. The rating 
scale of Pearson (1906) is often cited in the literature; however, Pearson (1903) was earlier (Figure 16). 
Furthermore, Pearson used the same rating scale (Figure 17) as early as 1898. Galton’s rating scale (1880; 
1883, p. 93) was developed even earlier (Figure 18). Guilford (1936, p. 264) stated: “There seems to be 
little doubt that the first rating scale employed in a psychological problem was that of Galton.”
Experimental Aesthetics
In the studies of experimental aesthetics, rating scales have been widely used (Beebe-Center, 1932). 
This line of the study seems to be independent of educational and personnel studies. Keith (1906), for 
example, used a seven-point scale (Figure 19). Moreover, the editor stated that the scale followed “the early 
tradition of our laboratory,” which implies the tradition of the scheme (Guilford, 1936) that goes back to 
Fechner (1871).
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Very Old and Rare Ratings
Hacket (1928) reported that an old newpaper (1784) contained a table of ratings for politicians (Figure 
20).
Figure 22 shows an unfamiliar sequence of symbols defined by Galton (1863) to designate the force of 
wind. Titchener (1909) introduced similar naïve psychophysics. For very old rating scales, see McReynolds 
and Ludwig (1987) and its references.
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Figure 1.    Original Likert Scale. Adapted from “A technique for the measurement of attitudes,” by R. Likert, 1932, 
Archives of Psychology, 140, pp. 16−20.
Figure 2.    Likert Scale in 1934. Adapted from “A simple and reliable method of scoring the Thurstone attitude scales,” by 
R. Likert, S. Roslow, and G. Murphy, 1934, Journal of Social Psychology, 5, p. 229.
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Figure 3.    Man-to-Man Scale before Use. Adapted from “How the army uses individual differences in experience,” by 
Various Members of the Committee on the Classification of Personnel in the Army, 1918, Psychological 
Bulletin, 15(6), p. 205.
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Figure 4.    Man-to-Man Scale with Names Filled. Adapted from Personnel management: principles, practices, 
and point of view (pp. 205−206), by W. D. Scott and R. C. Clothier, 1923, A. W. Shaw Company.
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Figure 5.    First Appearance of the Graphic Rating Scale. Adapted from “Do you want to know what others think about 
you?” by W. D. Scott, 1920, American Magazine, 90(5), p. 45.
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Figure 6.    Second Appearance of the Graphic Rating Scale. Adapted from Science and common sense in working with men 
(pp. 96−97), by W. D. Scott and M. H. S. Hayes, 1921, Ronald Press Company.
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Figure 7.    Graphic Rating Scale Adopted by U.S. Government. Efficiency Rating Form No. 8 of United States Bureau of 
Efficiency (1924). Adapted from Report of the United States Bureau of Efficiency for the period from November 
1, 1923 to October 31, 1924 (A foldout between p. 12 and p. 13 without pagination), by United States Bureau of 
Efficiency, 1924, Government Printing Office
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Figure 8.    A Variant of Graphic Rating Scale. (No mention to Scott). Adapted from “Rating scale for individual capacities, 
attitudes, and interests,” by W. H. Hughes, 1923, Journal of Educational Method, 3(2), p. 57.
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Figure 9.    A Variant of Graphic Rating Scale. (No mention to Scott. Curtailed.). Adapted from “Rating scales for 
instructors,” by G. C. Brandenburg and H. H. Remmers, 1927, Educational Administration & Supervision, 13(6), 
pp. 403−404.
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Figure 10.    Rating Blank. Adapted from “Evaluation of a method for finely graduated estimates of 
abilities,” by J. B. Miner, 1917, Journal of Applied Psychology, 1(2), p. 125. 
Figure 11.    Rating Blank. Adapted from “Estimates of the military value of certain character qualities,” 
by P. S. Achilles and E. M. Achilles, 1917, Journal of Applied Psychology, 1(4), p. 313.
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Figure 12.    Graphic Rating Scale. Notice the branched item (How does he control his emotions?). Adapted from 
“American Council on Education Rating Scale: Reliability, Validity, and Use,” by F. F. Bradshaw, 1930, 
Archives of Psychology, 119, pp. 36−37.
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Figure 13   (continued on the next page)
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Figure 13.    Elliott’s Score Card (1914 Version). Adapted from 
Methods for measuring teachers’ efficiency. Fourteenth 
yearbook of the National Society for the Study of 
Education (pp. 78−80), by A. Boyce, 1915, Bloomington, 
IN: Public School Publishing Company.
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Figure 14.    Boyce’s Score Card. Adapted from Methods for measuring teachers’ efficiency. Fourteenth yearbook of the 
National Society for the Study of Education (p. 44), by A. Boyce, 1915, Bloomington, IN: Public School 
Publishing Company.
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Figure 15.    Score Card in Livestock Science. Adapted from Score card in stock judging at agricultural colleges (pp. 40, 
45), by G. M. Rommel, 1904, Government Printing Office.
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Figure 16.    Karl Pearson’s Questionnaire. Items I and II use rating scales. Adapted from “On the inheritance of the 
mental and moral characters in man and its comparison with the inheritance of the physical characters,” by 
K. Pearson, 1903, The Journal of the Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland, 33, p. 210.
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Figure 17.    Karl Pearson’s Scale. Adapted from “On a scale of intelligence in children,” by K. Pearson, 1898, Journal of 
Education, 20, p. 509.
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Figure 18.    Galton’s Scale for the Vividness of Mental Imagery. Adapted from Inquiries into human faculty and its 
development (p. 93), by F. Galton, 1883, Macmillan and Company.
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Figure 19.    Experimental Aesthetics. Adapted from “The mutual influence of feelings,” by J. A. H. Keith, 
1906, Harvard Psychological Studies, 2, p. 141.
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Figure 20.   Dublin Evening Post of January 24, 1784. Hackett (1928) pointed out this article.
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Figure 21.    A Stencil that was Used with Graphic Rating Scale to Transform an Original Position into an Integer. 
Adapted from Diagnosing personality and conduct (p. 62), by P. M. Symonds, 1931, Century.
Figure 22.    Galton’s Symbols to Represent Wind Forces. Adapted from Meteorographica, or methods of mapping 
the weather: Illustrated by upwards of 600 printed and lithographed diagrams referring to the weather 
of a large part of Europe, during the month of December 1861 (Index Map section), by F. Galton, 1863, 
London: Macmillan.
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Figure 23.    A Graphic Rating Scale in Japanese. Adapted from Outline of the Aptitude Assessment (p. 112), by K. Masuda, 
1925, Tokyo: Dobunkan.  増田幸一（1925）．適性考査法要領　同文館　p. 112
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